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Reply to Office action of February 7, 2011 

REMARKS 

Applicants have received the Office action dated February 7, 2011, in 
which Examiner: 1) rejected claims 11, 13-21 and 27-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 
as allegedly directed toward non-statutory subject matter; 2) rejected claims 22- 
28 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly anticipated by Fraenkel et al. (U.S. Pub. 
No. 2002/01989854, hereinafter "Fraenkel"); 3) rejected claims 1, 4-11 and 13-21 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly obvious in light of Fraenkel in view of 
Curley et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0120727, hereinafter "Curley") in view of Chess 
et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0059810, hereinafter "Chess"); 4) rejected claim 29 as 
allegedly obvious in light of Fraenkel in view of Chess; and 5) rejected claim 30 
as allegedly obvious in light of Fraenkel in view of Chess in further view of Curley. 

I. SECTION 101 REJECTIONS 

Applicants amend the claims as suggested by Examiner. The amend- 
ments are supported by the specification. As such, Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejections be withdrawn. 

II. ART-BASED REJECTIONS 

Independent claim 1 recites, in part, "wherein receiving the transaction 

includes tracking, by a Simple Object Access Protocol ("SOAP") tracker, of 

information relating to the transaction." Independent claims 11 and 29 recite 

similar limitations. However, the cited combination fails to teach or suggest the 

quoted limitation. Examiner notes that Fraenkel and Curley do not teach the 

quoted limitation. Examiner cites Chess at If 35 as allegedly teaching the quoted 

limitation. At the cited location, Chess states 

Distributed monitored entity 400 may be verified as functioning 
correctly if the data stream is received or if specific data is returned 
in the data stream. The response may be data generated from the 
particular service or set of services requested by the client, 
distributed consumer entity 404. Alternatively, the request sent may 
be an invalid request in which an expected error message is to be 
received. In another type of monitoring method , a particular 
universal resource endpoint on distributed monitored entity 400 may 
be provided to which a Simple Object Access Protocol (SOAP) 
request may be sent . In response to this request, a particular reply 
may be specified as one that is to be expected if distributed 
monitored entity 400 is functioning correctly . 
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However, the monitoring of Chess fails to teach or suggest the tracking of the 
instant claims. First, the monitoring of Chess in the context of If 35 is merely a 
check for functionality, not tracking transaction-related information. The mere 
commonality of using SOAP does not transform the former into teaching or 
suggesting the latter. Second, Chess does not disclose using SOAP in any other 
context than the check for functionality. Furthermore, no other art of record 
teaches or suggests the limitations as required by the claims. For at least this 
reason, independent claims 1,11, and 29, along with dependent claims 4-10, 
13-21, and 30, are allowable over the combination of Fraenkel in view of Curley 
in view of Chess. 

Independent claim 22, as amended, recites, in part, "wherein the metrics 
library is included in a web services manager." However, the cited reference fails 
to teach or suggest the quoted limitation. With regard to claim 24 (now canceled), 
Examiner cites Fraenkel as allegedly teaching the quoted limitation. At Table 5 
and jflf 233-236, Fraenkel discloses that users can add, edit, or delete metric 
dependency rules from the dependency rule database. However, editing rules in 
a database fails to teach or suggest that the database (using the language of 
Fraenkel) or metrics library (using the language of the instant claims) is included 
in a web services manager because Fraenkel does not disclose where the 
database is located. Furthermore, no other art of record teaches or suggests the 
limitations as required by the claims. For at least this reason, independent 
claim 22, along with dependent claim 23, are allowable over Fraenkel. 

Independent claim 25 recites, in part, "correlating the collected 
conversation metric information to the collected composition metric information to 
determine the relationship between execution of instances of the execution of the 
composition and instances of execution of the conversation in terms of the 
performance of the web-based service." However, the cited references fail to 
teach or suggest the quoted limitation. Examiner cites Fraenkel at If 137 as 
allegedly teaching the quoted limitation. At the cited location Fraenkel states, 
"The controller 34 compares the performance data to any predefined alert 
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conditions." However, the comparison of Fraenkel fails to teach or suggest the 
correlation of the instant claims. At 1j97, Fraenkel only discusses average 
response time exceeding a threshold and a server becoming unavailable. Such 
comparisons do not require correlation of any variables. Furthermore, no other 
art of record teaches or suggests the limitations as required by the claims. For at 
least this reason, independent claim 25, along with dependent claim 26, are 
allowable over Fraenkel. 
III. CONCLUSION 

In the course of the foregoing discussions, Applicants may have at times 
referred to claim limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a 
particular claim element. This discussion should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. The claims must be viewed as 
a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered when determining 
the patentability of the claims. Moreover, it should be understood that there may 
be other distinctions between the claims and the cited art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. It is believed that no extensions of time or fees 
are required, beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents 
accompanying this paper. However, in the event that additional extensions of 
time are necessary to allow consideration of this paper, such extensions are 
hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fees required (including 
fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to Hewlett- 
Packard Development Company's Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 



Respectfully submitted, 



/Tim D. Chheda/ 
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